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Sir: 

This is the Applicants' appeal from the final Office Action, mailed December 2, 
2004 (Paper No.20040806). 

A three-month extension is requested for this response. 

Real Party in Interest 

Arbor Networks, Inc. is the real party of interest. 
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Status of Claims 

Claims 1-34 and 36-48 are pending. Claims 1-34 and 36-48 are rejected. 

Status of Amendments 

All amendments have been entered* There were no post final amendments or 
proposed amendments. 

Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The present invention is directed to a network or a netvv^orking method. Fig. 1 
illustrates the basic architecture of an embodiment. A director 1 02 comm\micates with a 
number of sensors 104a, 104b, w^hich communicate with routing devices 106a-106e. 
These routing devices move network traffic between clients 108a, 108b and servers 110 
of the various network domains. 

The present invention is capable of protecting this network 100 &om packets 
having spoofed source addresses. A packet wdth a spoofed source address would be a 
packet that originated from a place other than that indicated by its source address. Such 
spoofed packets are often used in attacks on networks since these malformed packets will 
hide the actual original of the attack. 

The invention detects the spoof source addresses using ^^consistency measures." 

In one example^ the determination of whether the source addresses axe spoofed is 
based upon spatial distribution profiles of the source addresses of the packets (claim 2). 
Spatial distribution refers to how the packets are distributed in the network and routed 
through the network relative to their source addresses. For example, a source address 
may have historically taken one path had a given distribution through the network, but if 
similar source addresses were now taking a new path or have a new distribution through 
the network, this would indicate a new spatial distribution. 

In another example, spoofed source addresses are determined based on a source 
address range distribution profile (claim 4). This refers to a comparison of the range of 
destination and source addresses. As described in the present application relative to Fig. 



2 of 23 



PAGE 4/25 ' RCVD AT 1 0/312005 3:50:28 PM [Eastern Daylight T^^ 



10/03/2005 14:56 FAX 17818639931 HOUSTON ELISEEVA -* PTO MAIN FAX 121005/025 

3 October 2005 
Application No.: 09/777,550 
Docket: O016.0006us 

14a, spoofed source addresses tend to be a subset or substantially related to source 
addresses of other packets being routed to other destinations at a routing location. 

In another example, spoof source addresses are identified based on migration 
distribution profiles (claim 6). Migration profiles address the rapidity with which the 
routing paths change for the reported source addresses. 

In another example, spool source addresses are identified based on timing 
distribution profiles (claim 8). Timmg distribution profiles address the rapidity with 
which packets with the reported source address are issued. For example, if one source 
address is issuing packets very quickly, this could be used to determine that those packets 
had spoafcd source addresses 

Once identified, the network can then determine a, response to the spoofed source 
addresses. In one example, the director determines filtering actions to be taken to remove 
the spoofed packets and how to distribute those filtering actions among the routing 
devices. 

Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

Whether claims 2-14, 16-34, and 36-48 are anticipated by Porras et al, U.S, 
Patent 6,321,338 (hereinafter Porras patent). 

Ai^ument 

Concerning claims 1 and 15 

Arguments concerning the non-anticipation of claims 1 and 15 are not being 
presented. Further review of the Porras patent in the preparation of this Brief revealed 
the description of the first full paragraph in column 14 of the Poixas patent. This 
paragraph mentions the use of long-term and short-term statistical profiles for a satellite 
office to detect "address spoofing." 

Non-anticipation of claim 2 

Claim 2 requires that the determination of whether routed packets have spoofed 
source addresses is made based upon spatial distribution profiles. As mentioned 
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previously, a spatial distribution profile characterizes how source addresses are 
distributed over the network domain. For example, it would be expected that a given 
network domain would transport a large number of packets with source addresses for 
sources located within that network domain. 

This method for detecting spoofed source addresses^is not shown in the Porras 
patent Thus, Applicant believes that the rejection of this claim should be withdrawn. 

The pending Office Action argues that the functionality of claim 2 is described at 
column 5, lines 36-5 1 of the Porras patent. This portion of the Porras patent however, 
merely provides that the Porras profile engine 22 uses statistical measures to characterize 
patterns of usage. In contradistinction, the Porras patent does not suggest that spoofed 
source addresses should be determined based on spatial distribution profiles as claimed. 
Thus, there is no anticipation. 

Non-anticinatiQn of claim 16 

Similar to claim 2, claim 1 6 is also directed to the use of spatial distribution 
profiles in the detection of spoof instances of source addresses, but in the context of a 
networking method. It is thus is patentable for reasons similar to those set forth relative 
to claim 2 above. In short, the Porras patent does not suggest a method using spatial 
distribution profiles. 

Non-anticination of claim 34 

Similar to claim 2, claim 34 is also directed to the use of spatial distribution 
profiles in the detection of spoof instances of source addresses, but in the context of an 
apparatus. It is thus is patentable for reasons similar to those set forth relative to claim 2 
above. In short, the Porras patent does not suggest an apparatus using spatial distribution 
profiles. 

Non-anticipation of claim 3 

Claim 3, dependent on claim 2, further characterized the spatial distribution 
profile by specifying that this profile comprises an exemplary spatial distribution profile 
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for non-spoofed addresses and/or an historical spatial distribution profile for a particular 
address. 

The Porras patent fails to describe something akin to the claimed spatial 
distribution profile for spoofed address detectioiL It moreover fails to so specify such a 
profile as comprising exemplary or historical profiles. Thus there is no anticipation here. 

The pending Office Action identifies column 5, lines 38-40 as disclosing the 
features of this claim. This portion of the Porras patent only describes the profile engine 
22 and its keeping of statistical scores. In contradistinction, it does not teach that the 
existence of a spoofed source address can be determined based upon a spatial distribution 
profile that comprises an exemplary spatial distribution profile or an historical spatial 
distribution profile as claimed in claim 3. ThuSj there is no anticipation. 

Non-anticipation of claims 17 and 36 

Claim 17 is also directed to the construction of spatial distribution profiles in the 
detection of spoof instances of source addresses, but in the context of a networking 
method. Claim 36 is directed to the apparatus. They are thus is patentable for reasons 
similar to those set forth relative to claim 3 above. In short, the Porras patent does not 
suggest a method or apparatus with the claimed spatial distribution profiles. 

Non-anticipation of claims 18 and 37 

Claim 1 8, depending from 1 6, is directed to the determining of whether each of 
the spatial distribution profiles of the source addresses is within a resemblance tolerance 
limit when compared to each of the at least one reference source address spatial 
distribution profile in the detection of spoof instances of source addresses, but in the 
context of a networking method. Claim 37 is directed to the apparatus. They are thus is 
patentable for reasons similar to those set forth relative to claim 3 above and in fiirther 
view that the Porras patent does not suggest such resemblance tolerances. 

Non-anticitiation of claim 19 

Claim 19 is also directed to the fact that the reference spatial distribution profile 
comprises at least a selected one of an exemplary spatial distribution profile for a non- 
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spoof source address in general and a historical spatial distribution profile for a particular 
source address, but in the context of a networking method. It is thus is patentable for 
reasons similar to those set forth relative to claim 3 above. 

Non-anticipation of claim 4 

Claim 4 provides that the director determines whether a packet has a spoofed 
source address based on a destination source address range distribution profile. 
Destination source address lange profiles are measures of source address ranges of other 
packets being routed to other destinations at a reporting location. This is not shown by 
the Porras patent Porras fails to mention such a profile type or its usage in spoof source 
address packet identification. Thus there is no anticipation. 

The Office Action argues that the subject matter of cl^m 4 is taught at column 5, 
lines 36-51 of the Porras patent. This portion of the Porras patent, however, describes a 
profile engine that uses statistical scores to identify anomalous events. Measures include 
categorical^ continuous, intensity, and distribution measures. Nonetheless, this portion of 
the Porras patent does not show or suggest that packets having spoofed source addresses 
should be identified based on destination soxirce address range distribution profiles as 
claimed. 

Non-anticipation of claim 20 

Similar to claim 4. claim 20 is also directed to the use of destination source 
address range (DS AR) distribution profiles in the detection of spoof instances of source 
addresses, but in the context of a networking method. It is thus is patentable for reasons 
similar to those set forth relative to claim 4 above, the Porras patent not providing for 
such a method. 

Non-anticipation of claims 21 and 39 

Claim 21 is fiixther directed to the construction of the DSAR distribution profiles 
of the source addresses. Claim 39 is directed to the apparatus. They are thus further 
patentable relative to claim 20 above. 

Non-anticipatLon of claims 22 and 40 
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Claim 22 includes the determination of whether DSAR distribution profiles of the 
source addresses is within a resemblance tolerance limit when compared to each of the at 
least one reference source address DSAR distribution profile. Claim 40 is directed to the 
apparatus. They are thus further characterizes the method of claim 20 and is thus further 
patentable. The Porras patent does not disclose such details. 

Non-anticip ation of claim %R 

Similar to clahn 4, claim 38 is also directed to the use of destination source 
address range (DSAR) distribution profiles in the detection of spoof instances of source 
addresses, but in the context of an apparatus. It is thus is patentable for reasons similar to 
those set forth relative to claim 4 above. 

Non-anticip atioTi nf claim 5 

Claim 5, depending on claim 4, further requires that the source address range 
distribution profile comprises an exemplary distribution profile for non-spoofed source 
addresses or an historical profile. It therefore further characterizes the profile definition 
set forth in claim 4* The Porras patent fails to provide for such a source address range 
distribution profile, in any context much less spoof address detection. It further fails to 
set forth that such a profile should include such exemplary or historical profiles. 

The present Office Action identifies column 5, lines 38-40 of the Porras patent for 
the disclosure of the feature of claim 5. That portion of the Porras patent does not 
suggest that packets having spoofed source addresses should be identified based on 
source address range distribution profiles or that such profiles should be based on 
exemplary distribution profiles or historical distribution profiles as claimed Instead, this 
portion of the Porras patent provides a general description of a profile engine, but does 
not provide for the specific claimed profile of claim 5. 

Non-anticipatio n of claim 21 

Similar to claim 5, claim 23 is also directed to the fact that one reference DSAR 
distribution profile comprises at least a selected one of an exemplary DSAR distribution 
profile for a non-spoof source address in general, and a historical DSAR distribution 
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profile for a particular source address, but in the context of a networking method. It is 
thus is patentable for reasons similar to those set forth relative to claim 5 above. 

Non-anticipation of claim 6 

Claim 6 requires that the director determines v^hether packets have spoofed 
source addresses based on migration distribution profiles for those source addresses that 
are based at least in part a reference migration distribution profile. Migration profiles 
address the rapidity -with which routing paths change for the reported source addresses. 
The Porras patent fails to suggest that address spoofing may be identified based on 
migration information or such information should even be collected for spoofing 
detection. Therefore, there is no anticipation. 

The pending Office Action points to the Porras patent at column 5, lines 36-5 1 as 
anticipating the subject matter of claim 6. This portion of the Porras patent concerns the 
description of the profile engine 22. This profile engine develops statistical scores that 
characterize how current usage compares with historical usage. However, this portion of 
the Porras patent does not teach that spoofed addresses should be identified based on 
migration distribution profiles, and in fact does not even mention migration profiles. 

Non-anticipation of claim 24 

Similar to claim 6, claim 24 is also directed to the use of migration distribution 
profiles in the detection of spoof instances of source addresses, but in the context of a 
networking method. It is thus is patentable for reasons similar to those set forth relative 
to claim 6 above, and in view of the fact that the Porras patent does not disclose such a 
method. 

Non-anticipation of claim 41 

Similar to claim 6, claim 41 is also directed to the use of migration distribution 
profiles in the detection of spoof instances of source addresses, but in the context of an 
apparatus. It is th\xs is patentable for reasons similar to those set forth relative to claim 6 
above. 

Non-anticipation of claims 25 and claim 42 
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Claim 25 further adds to claim 24 that the determining step includes the 
construction of the migration distribution profiles of the source addresses. Claim 42 i$ 
similar, but directed to the apparatus. In contradistinction, the Porras patent does not 
provide for the construction of these profiles especially in the context of spoof address 
detection. Thus, this claim is further patentable. 

Non-anticipation of claims 26 and 43 

Claim 26 adds to claim 24 that the determination of the spoof addresses by 
determining whether the each of the migration distribution profiles of the source 
addresses is within a resemblance tolerance limit when compared to each of the at least 
one reference source address migration distribution profile. Claim 43 is similar but 
directed to the apparatus. The Porras patent does not provide for such application of 
these profiles in the context of spoof address detection. Thus, these claims are further 
patentable. 

Non-anticipation of claim 7 

Claun 7, depending from claim 6, requires that the migration distribution profiles 
comprise exemplary migration distribution profile for non-spoofed soxirce addresses or an 
historical migration distribution profile for a particular source address. This is not 
suggested by the Porras patent, which does not teach spoofed source addi^sses should be 
identified based on migration distribution profiles or that such profiles should comprise 
exemplary migration distribution profiles or historical migration distribution profiles as 
claimed. Thus, for these additional reasons, this claim is not anticipated. 

The pending Office Action cites to column 5, lines 38 of the Porms patent as 
disclosing the subject matter of claim 7. As discussed previously, however, this portion 
of the Porras patent merely describes the profile engine 22 in the Porras system. While 
using statistical scores to characterize current versus established usage patterns, it does 
not show or suggest that spoofed source addresses should be identified using this claimed 
migration distribution profile or a profile constructed as specified by claim 7. 

Non-anticipation of claim 27 
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Similar to claim 7, claim 27 is also directed to the fact that comprises at least a 
selected one of an exemplary migration distribution profile for a non-spoof source 
address in general, and a historical migration distribution profile for a particular source 
address., but in the context of a networking method. It is thus is patentable for reasons 
similar to those set forth relative to claim 7 above. 

Non-anticipation of claim 8 

Claim 8 requires that the detector bases its determination of whether a packet has 
a spoofed source address or not using timing distribution profiles for the packets and in 
view of at least one reference source timing distribution profile. Timing distribution 
profiles address the rapidity with which packets with the reported source addresses are 
issued. The Porras patent does not teach that spoofed source addresses should be 
identified using this technique. Thus, there is no anticipation. 

The pending Office Action argues that the Porras patent at column 5, lines 36-51 
teaches the features of this claim. This portion of the Porras patent, however, concerns 
the description of a profile engine 22 that uses statistical scores to characterixe current 
versus established patterns of usage. The engine profiles network activity using one or 
more variables such as categorical, continuous, intensity, and event distribution measures. 
This portion of the Porras patent, however, does not show or suggest that spoofed source 
addresses should be identified based on timing distribution profiles as claimed. In fact, it 
completely fails to mention spoofed addresses much less using such a profile for 
identifying such addresses. 

Non-anticipation of claims 28 and 44 

Similar to claim 8, claim 28 is also directed to the use of timing distribution 
profiles in the detection of spoof instances of source addresses, but in the context of a 
networking method. Claim 44 concems the apparatus. They are thus is patentable for 
reasons similar to those set forth relative to claim 8 above. 

Non-anticipation of claims 29 and 45 
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Claim 29 is also directed to the construction of timing distribution profiles in the 
detection of spoof instances of source addresses, but in the context of a networking 
method. Claim 44 is directed to the apparatus. They are thus is patentable for reasons 
similar to those set forth relative to claim 8 above. 

Non-anticipation of claims 30 and 46 

Claim 30 is directed to the determining of whether each of the timing distribution 
profiles of the source addresses is within a resemblance tolerance limit when compared to 
each of the at least one reference source address timing profile in the detection of spoof 
instances of source addresses, but in the context of a networking method. Claim 46 is 
directed to the apparatus. They are thus is patentable for reasons similar to those set forth 
relative to claim 8 above. 

Non-anticination of claim 9 

Claim 9, depending from claim 8, further requires that the timing distribution 
profiles that are used to identify packet with spoofed source addresses should comprise 
an exemplary timing distribution profile for non-spoofed source addresses or an historical 
timing distribution profile for a particular source address. The Porras patent does not 
teach that spoofed source addresses should be identified based on these types of timing 
distribution profiles or that the profiles should be defined as claimed. Thus there is no 
anticipation. 

The pending Office Action argues that the subject matter of claim 9 is shown in 
the Porras patent at column 5, lines 38-40. This portion of the Porras patent, however, 
merely describes the profile engine 22 and the profile engine only in very general terms. 
It sets forth that how the profile engine uses statistical scoi«$ as a metric for 
characterizmg how closely current usage corresponds to established usage patterns but 
not the claimed profile or that this claimed profile should be used for spoofed source 
address detection. Moreover, it does not show or suggest that timing distribution profiles 
having exemplary distribution profiles or historical timing profiles should be used to 
identify packets with spoofed source address, 
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Non-anticipation of claim 10 

Claim 10 requires that the director is equipped to determine whether filtering 

actions are to be taken to fiher out packets with source addresses that are deemed to be 

spoofed source addresses and further how those filtering actions should be distributed 

among the routing devices. 

Attorney for Applicant has closely reviewed the applied Porras patent. It is 
believed that the Porras patent does not show that such determinations should be used to 
initiate filtering actions at the routing devices as claimed. That is, the Porras patent is 
primarily directed to how a system identifies anomalous or events or suspicious activity 
and then fiirther reconfigures itself to further analyze that specific activity. It is designed 
to characterize anomalous events. However, it does not seek to control the underlying 
network, to insxilate it fix>m those same anomalous events. In short, the Porras system 
does not respond to anomalous events other than to fiirther analyze and report those 
events. Applicants thus believe that claim 10 is not anticipated. 

Nonetheless, the portions of the Porras patent cited as anticipating claim 10 
certainly fail to show the claimed features. For example, the pending OfiSce Action 
argues that the Porras patent shows packet filtering at column 9, lines 57-63 of the Porras 
patent. This portion of the Porras patent describes the resolver 20, which is described as 
issuing intrusion or suspicion reports. Further, it describes how the analysis engines may 
be reconfigured to change 'the collection method's filtering semantics when necessary." 
See column 9 at Unes 62 and 63 of the Porras patent. A$ indicated previously, this 
portion of the Porras patent merely states that the analysis engines may be reconfigured in 
order to collect different information fi:om the events that they are monitoring. For 
example, in response to a suspicious event such as a large nxmiber of packets fix>m a 
given source address, the analysis engines may be reconfigured to collect further statistics 
with those source addresses, for example. In contradistinction, this portion of the Porras 
patent does not show or suggest that packets should be filtered out by the routing devices 
and the filtering actions by those routing devices. In summary, the Porras patent does not 
teach that routing devices should be removmg packets based on determined suspicious 
activity as claimed. Thus, there is no anticipation. 

12 of 23 



PAGE 14/2S ' RCVD AT 10/3/2005 3:50:28 PM [Eastern Daylight Tune] ' SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-6I34 ' DNiS:2738300 ' CSID:17818639931 ' DURATION (mm-ss):06-28 



10/03/2005 14:59 FAX 17818839931 



HOUSTON ELISEEVA 



■* pro MAIN FAX @1 015/025 



3 October 2005 
Application No-: 09/777,550 
Docket: 0016.0006iis 

Non-anticipation of claim 1 1 

Claim 11, depending from claim 10, further requires that the director takes into 

consideration in making its determination whether filtering actions should be taken based 

on where packets of non-spoofed instances of source addresses having instances deemed 

to be spoofed source addresses are likely to be routed in the network. This refers to 

making decisions based on how packets propagate through the network. This is not 

shown by the Porras patent As noted, the Porras patent simply changes its monitoring of 

packet, not how the packets are routed as claimed. Moreover, it is certainly not shown by 

column 10, lines 57-63 which was cited by the pending OfBce Action as showing this 

feature. 

For the foregoing reasons. Applicants believe that the pending rejections should 
be withdrawn, and that the present application should be passed to issue. Should any ^ 
questions arise, please contact the undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Houston Eliseeva LLP 




4 Militia Drive, Ste. 4 
Lexington, MA 02421 
Tel.: 781-863-9991 
Fax; 781-863-9931 



Date; October 3, 2005 
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Claims Appendix 

1. (Original) A network comprising; 

a plurality of network nodes; 

a pliirality of routing devices to route network traffics between selected ones of 
said network nodes; and 

director coupled to said routing devices to determine whether selected instances 
of source addresses of packets routed by said routing devices are spoof source addresses, 
based at least in part on one or more consistency measures. 

2. (Original) The network of claim 1, wherein the director bases said determination on at 
least spatial distribution profiles of said source addresses, and in view of at least one 
reference source address spatial distribution profile, 

3. (Original) The network ofclaim 2, wherein said at least one reference source address 
spatial distribution profile comprises at least a selected one of an exemplary spatial 
distribution profile for a non-spoof source address in general, and a historical spatial 
distribution profile for a particular source address. 

4. (Original) The network of claim I, wherein the director bases said determination on at 
least destination source address range (DS AR) distribution profiles of said source 
addresses, and in view of at least one reference DSAR distribution profile. 

5. (Original) The network of claim 4, wherein said at least one reference DSAR 
distribution profile comprises at l^t a selected one of an exemplary DSAR distribution 
profile for a non-spoof source address in general, and a historical DSAR distribution 
profile for a particular source address. 

6. (Original) The network of claim 1, wherein the director bases said determination on at 
least migration distribution profiles of said source addresses, and in view of at least one 
reference migration distribution profile. 
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7. (Original) The network ofclaim 6, wherein said at least one reference migmtion 
distribution profile comprises at least a ^elected one of an exemplary migration 
distribution profile for a non-spoof source address in general, and a historical migration 
distribution profile for a particular source address. 

8. (Original) The network of claim 1, wherein the director bases said determination on at 
least timing distribution profiles of said source addresses, and in view of at least one 
reference source address timing distribution profile. 

9. (Original) The network of claim 8, wherein said at least one reference source address 
timing distribution profile comprises at least a selected one of an exemplary timing 
distribution profile for a non-spoof source address in general, and a historical timing 
distribution profile for a particular source address. 

10. (Original) The network of claim 1, wherein the director is fiirther equipped to 
determine whether filtering actions are to be taken to filter out packets with source 
addresses having instances deemed to be spoof source addresses, and if filtering actions 
are to taken^ where among said routing devices, said filtering actions are to be taken. 

11. (Original) The network of claim 10, wherein the director takes into consideration in 
making said where determination, where packets of non-spoof instances of a source 
address having instances deemed to be spoof source addresses are likely to be routed in 
said network. 

12. (Original) The network of claim 1, wherein the director comprises a plurality of 
director devices cooperatively coupled to each other to jointly make said determination. 

13. (Original) The networic of claim 1, wherein the network further comprises a plurality 
of sensors, either integrally disposed in a subset of said routing devices or externally 
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disposed and coupled to the subset of routing devices, to monitor and report on source 
addresses of packets routed tbrough the subset of routing devices. 

14. (Original) The network of claini 13, wherein the sensors are further equipped to 
facilitate application of desired source address based filtering on packets being routed 
through selected ones of said subset of routing devices. 

15. (Original) A networking method comprising: 

receiving information associated with source addresses of packets being routed to 
and fi-om a plurality of network nodes of a network; 

determining whether selected instances of said source addresses are spoof 
instances of said source addresses, based at least in part on one or more consistency 
measures; and 

managing said network based at least in part on the results of said determination. 

16. (Original) The method of claim 15, wherebi said determination is made based at 
least m part on spatial distribution profiles of said source addresses, and in view of at 
least one reference source address spatial distribution profile. 

17. (Previously presented) The method of claim 16, wherein said determination 
comprises constructing said spatial distribution profiles of said source addresses. 

18. (Original) The method of claim 16, whetein said determining comprises determining 
whether each of the spatial distribution profiles of the source addresses is within a 
resemblance tolerance limit when compared to each of the at least one reference source 
address spatial distribution profile, 

19. (Original) The method of claim 16, wherein said at least one reference spatial 
distribution profile comprises at least a selected one of an exemplary spatial distribution 
profile for a non-spoof source address in general, and a historical spatial distribution 
profile for a particular source address. 
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20* (Original) The method of claim 15, wherein said determination is made based at 
least in part on destination source address range (DSAR) distribution profiles of said 
source addresses, and in view of at least one reference DSAR distribution profile. 

21. (Previously presented) The method of claim 20, wherein said determination 
comprises constructing said DSAR distribution profiles of said source addresses. 

22 (Original) The method ofclaim 20, wiierein said deterniining comprises determiiiing 
v^ether each of the DSAR distribution profiles of the source addresses is within a 
resemblance tolerance Umit when compared to each of the at least one reference source 
address DSAR distribution profile. 

23. (Original) The method of claim 20, wherein said at least one reference DSAR 
distribution profile comprises at least a selected one of an exemplary DSAR distribution 
profile for a non-spoof source address in general, and a historical DSAR distribution 
profile for a particular source address. 

24. (Original) The method of claim 15^ wherein said determination is made based at 
least in part on migration distribution profiles of said source addresses, and in view of at 
least one reference migration distribution profile. 

25. (Original) The method ofclaim 24, wherein said determining comprises 
constructing said migration distribution profiles of said source addresses. 

26. (Original) The method of claim 24, wherein said dctennining comprises determining 
whether each of the migration distribution profiles of the source addresses is within a 
resemblance tolerance limit when compared to each of the at least one reference source 
address nugration distribution profile* 
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27- (Original) The method of claim 24, wherein said at least one reference migration 
distribution profile comprises at least a selected one of an exemplary migration 
distribution profile for a non-spoof source address in general, and a historical migration 
. distribution profile for a particular source address, 

28. (Original) The method of claim 15, wherein said determination is made based on at 
least timing distribution profiles of said source addresses, and in view of at least one 
reference source address timing distribution profile. 

29. (Original) The method of claim.28, wherein said determining comprises constructing 
said timing distribution profiles of said source addresses, 

30. (Original) The method of claim 28, wherein said determining comprises determining 
whether each of the timing distribution profiles of the source addresses is within a 
resemblance tolerance limit when compared to each of the at least one reference source 
address timing distribution profile. 

31. (Origuial) The method of claim 28, wherein said at least one reference timing 
distribution profile comprises at least a selected one of an exemplary timing distribution 
profile for a non-spoof source address in general, and a historical timing distribution 
profile for a particular source address. 

32. (Original) The method of claim 1 5, wherein said managing comprises determining 
whether filtering actions are to be taken in said network to filter out at least some packets 
having source addresses deemed to be having spoof instances, and if filtering actions are 
to be taken, where among a plurality of routing devices, said filtering actions are to be 
taken. 

33. (Original) The method of claim 32, wherein said where determination comprises 
taking into consideration where packets of non-spoof instances of a source address 
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having instances deemed to be spoof source addresses are likely to be routed in said 
network. 

34. (Previously presented) An apparatus comprising: 

(a) a storage medium having stored therein a plurality of programmins 
instructions designed to implement a director to receive reporting of information 
associated with source addresses of packets routed through a plurality of routing devices 
of a network, and to determine whether at least some instances of said source addresses 
are spoof instances based on at least spatial distribution profiles of said source addresses, 
and in view of at least one reference source address Spatial distribution profile; and 

(b) a processor coupled the storage medium to execute the programming 
instructions. 

35. (Cancelled) 

36. (Previously presented) The apparatus of claim 34, wherein said programming 
instructions are designed to be able to construct said spatial distribution profiles of said 
source addresses, 

37. (Previously presented) The ^paratus of claim 34, wherein said progranmiing 
instructions are designed to be able to determine whether each of the spatial distribution 
profiles of the source addresses is within a resemblance tolerance limit when compared to 
each of the at least one reference source address spatial distribution profile. 

38. (Original) The apparatus of claim 34, wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to make said determination based on at least destination source address range 
(DSAR) distribution profiles of said source addresses^ and in view of at least one 
reference source address DSAR distribution profile. 

39. (Original) The apparatus of claim 38, wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to be able to construct said DSAR distribution profiles of said source addresses. 
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40. (Original) The apparatus of claim 38, wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to be able to determine whether each of the DSAR distribution profQes of the 
source addresses is within a resemblance tolerance limit when compared to each of the at 
least one reference source address DSAR distribution profile. 

41. (Original) The apparatus of claim 34, wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to make said determination based on at least migration distribution profiles of 
said source addresses, and in view of at least one reference source address migration 
distribution profile, 

42. (Original) The apparams of claim 41 ^ wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to be able to construct said migration distribution profiles of said source 
addresses. 

43. (Original) The apparatus of claim 41, wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to be able to determine whether each of the migration distribution profiles of the 
source addresses is within a resemblance tolerance limit when compared to each of the at 
least one reference source address migration distribution profile- 

44. (Original) The apparatus of claim 34, wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to make said determination based on at least timing distribution profiles of said 
source addresses, and in view of at least one reference source address timing distribution 
profile. 

45. (Original) The apparatus of claim 44, wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to be able to construct said timing distribution profiles of said source addresses. 

46. (Original) The apparatus of claim 44, wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to be able to determine whether each of the timing distribution profiles of the 
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source addresses is within a resemblance tolerance limit when compared to each of the at 
least one reference source address timing distribution profile. 

47. (Original) The apparatus of claim 34j wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to be able to determine whether filtering actions are to be taken in said network 
to filter out at least some packets having source addresses deemed to be having spoof 
instances, and if filtering actions are to be taken, further determine where among a 
plurality of routing devices, said fihering actions are to be taken. 

48, (Original) The apparatus of claim 47, wherein said programming instructions are 
designed to take into consideration where packets of non-spoof instances of a source 
address having instances deemed to be spoof source addresses are likely to be routed in 
said networit, when making said where determination. 
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Evidence Appendix 



None 
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Related proceedings appendix 



None 
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